UIdaho Law

Digital Commons @ UIdaho Law
Not Reported

Idaho Supreme Court Records & Briefs

10-21-2020

State v. Scruggs Appellant's Brief Dckt. 48020

Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.law.uidaho.edu/not_reported

Recommended Citation
"State v. Scruggs Appellant's Brief Dckt. 48020" (2020). Not Reported. 6752.
https://digitalcommons.law.uidaho.edu/not_reported/6752

This Court Document is brought to you for free and open access by the Idaho Supreme Court Records & Briefs at
Digital Commons @ UIdaho Law. It has been accepted for inclusion in Not Reported by an authorized administrator
of Digital Commons @ UIdaho Law. For more information, please contact annablaine@uidaho.edu.

Electronically Filed
10/21/2020 10:04 AM
Idaho Supreme Court
Melanie Gagnepain, Clerk of the Court
By: Murriah Clifton, Deputy Clerk

ERIC D. FREDERICKSEN
State Appellate Public Defender
I.S.B. #6555
SALLY J. COOLEY
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
I.S.B. #7353
322 E. Front Street, Suite 570
Boise, Idaho 83 702
Phone: (208) 334-2712
Fax: (208) 334-2985
E-mail: documents@sapd.state.id. us

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO
STATE OF IDAHO,
Plaintiff-Respondent,
V.

STANLEY GAGE SCRUGGS,
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)
)
)
)

NO. 48020-2020
BONNEVILLE COUNTY NO. CRl0-19-7555

APPELLANT'S BRIEF

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Nature of the Case
Pursuant to a plea agreement, Stanley Scruggs pied guilty to one count of felony injury to
a child.

He received a unified sentence of ten years, with four years fixed.

On appeal,

Mr. Scruggs contends that the district court abused its discretion by only reducing his sentence to
ten years, with three years fixed, in light of the additional information submitted in conjunction
with his Idaho Criminal Rule 35 (hereinafter, Rule 35) motion.
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Statement of the Facts & Course of Proceedings
On the morning of August 10, 2019, the mother of a three-month-old child brought her
child into the hospital to be evaluated for possible head injuries. (Presentence Investigation
Report (hereinafter, PSI),1 p.3.) Believing the injuries were non-accidental and possibly due to
being shaken, officers interviewed the father of the child, Mr. Scruggs. (PSI, p.3.) Mr. Scruggs,
who was drinking alcohol while caring for the child, admitted to becoming frustrated with the
child, and shaking him. (PSI, p.4.)
Based on these facts, Mr. Scruggs was charged by information with one count of felony
injury to a child. (R., pp.55-56.) Pursuant to a plea agreement, Mr. Scruggs pled guilty to felony
injury to a child, and the State agreed to recommend three years fixed, plus some period of
indeterminate time. (R., pp.83-86, 90-91.) Mr. Scruggs was sentenced to ten years, with four
years fixed. (R., pp.96-99.)
Mr. Scruggs filed a timely Rule 35 motion asking the district court to reconsider the
sentence.

(R., pp.102-03.)

A hearing was held on Mr. Scruggs' motion.

(See 2/20/20

Tr. generally; R., p.106.) Thereafter, Mr. Scruggs filed an exhibit, a letter from Idaho Health &
Welfare with an update on the victim's health, in support of his Rule 35 motion. (R., pp.114-17.)
The district court reduced Mr. Scruggs' sentence to ten years, with three years fixed, pursuant to
his Rule 35 motion. (R., pp.111-13, 118-19.) Mr. Scruggs filed a notice of appeal timely from
the district court's order amending the judgment pursuant to his Rule 35 motion. (R., pp.12023.)

1

Appellant's use of the designation "PSI" includes the packet of documents grouped with the
electronic copy of the PSI, and the page numbers cited shall refer to the corresponding page of
the electronic file.
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ISSUE
Did the district court abuse its discretion when it only reduced a portion of Mr. Scruggs'
sentence in response to his Idaho Criminal Rule 35 Motion?

ARGUMENT
The District Court Abused Its Discretion When It Only Reduced A Portion Of Mr. Scruggs's
Sentence In Response To His Rule 35 Motion For A Sentence Reduction
Mr. Scruggs contends that, in light of the new information submitted in conjunction with
his Rule 35 motion, the district court abused its discretion when it only reduced his sentence to
ten years, with three years fixed.
A motion to alter an otherwise lawful sentence under Rule 35 is addressed to the sound
discretion of the sentencing court, and essentially is a plea for leniency which may be granted if
the sentence originally imposed was unduly severe. State v. Trent, 125 Idaho 251, 253 (Ct. App.
1994). "The criteria for examining rulings denying the requested leniency are the same as those
applied in determining whether the original sentence was reasonable." Id. "If the sentence was
not excessive when pronounced, the defendant must later show that it is excessive in view of
new or additional information presented with the motion for reduction." Id.
Mr. Scruggs filed a timely Rule 35 motion asking the district court to reconsider his
sentence. (R., pp.102-03.) During the hearing on Mr. Scruggs's Rule 35 motion, the parties and
the district court discussed the domestic violence evaluation, which had been ordered after the
district court accepted Mr. Scruggs's guilty plea, but which had not been completed prior to the
sentencing hearing. (2/20/20 Tr., p.5, Ls.3-14.) The evaluator recommended that Mr. Scruggs
received moderate intensity treatment. (R., pp. I 08-09; Confidential Documents Record, pp.511.) The district court took the Rule 35 motion under consideration. (2/20/20 Tr., p.6, Ls.IO14.)
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Thereafter, Mr. Scruggs filed a letter from Idaho Health & Welfare with an update on his
son's health. (R., pp.114-17.) The letter, written in March of2020 by the child protection case
manager, indicated that Mr. Scruggs's son did not suffer any long-term physical harm.
(R., p.116.) In fact, the case manager advised Mr. Scruggs that his son was "thriving and doing
well." (R., p.116.) The letter indicated "[t]here have been no concerns with his development
and he is still healing well." (R., p.116.) In light of Mr. Scruggs's son's recovery, the district
court should have further reduced his sentence.
In addition to the new information provided in support of Mr. Scruggs' Rule 35 motion,
the district court was aware of the mitigating circumstances present at the time of his sentencing
hearing, including his expression of remorse and regret (PSI, p.4), his interest in anger
management treatment (PSI, pp.IO, 12), his status as a first time (felony) offender (PSI, pp.4-6),
and the role that his substance abuse issues played in his crime (PSI, pp.4, 11-12).
Based on the foregoing, it is clear the district court abused its discretion by only reducing
Mr. Scruggs's sentence to ten years, with three years fixed, in response to his Rule 35 motion.

CONCLUSION
Mr. Scruggs respectfully requests that this Court further reduce his sentence or place him
on probation.
DATED this 21 st day of October, 2020.

/s/ Sally J. Cooley
SALLY J. COOLEY
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
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